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Fig. 1 The map of the investigating station
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Tab. 1 Actual fork length and back-calculated fork length of
chum salmon from the Suifen River

451
Sex LO Ll LZ L3 L4 LS Lc n
WirE 1 37.38 50.10 1
Female .+
2" 20.02 35.64 4835 50.61 43
3" 19.99 3438 46.09 55.11 64.71 151
47 2021 32.61 44.34 52.03 60.07 68.28 45
5" 18.85 31.89 42.06 48.82 56.58 64.07 7026 9
HEYE 17 1856 34.54 48.61 45
Male +
2" 19.53 34.08 45.03 5383 92
3° 1976 32.32 43.43 51.79 60.58 50
4" 18.17 31.48 43.02 51.07 59.35 68.12 9
5 39.11 46.18 50.68 57.84 63.56 71.60 2

W Lis Ly Ly Ly LsAFFRRBIFIXA, LARRRIG
AR B A, L9 Rk # ) SNEEIE A% ) A

Note: L, L,, L3, Ly, Ls stand for the fork length at the age i
(1—5) respectively, L. stands for the fork length of chum salmon
when it was captured, L, stands for the fork length of chum salmon
when it entranced into the Okhotsk Sea
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Tab.2 Growth of chum salmon from different age groups

P AR 4 KA PRGrowth

Sex Annuli group Lan K T characteristic index
HEPE 2 147.33 0.12 ~1.29 3.42
Female .
3 141.64 0.11 —1.55 334
4" 12691 0.12 —1.60 3.27
5 145.49 0.082-2.07 3.24
e 2 59.54 0.74 ’0(')09 3.42
Male 3 11951 0.13 —1.45 327

1 14
12
110

XK
Fork length (cm)
A
Growth rate of fork length (dL/d7)

IR S B S
(=2 = ]

B2 ORI fh 1 A AR K i 20 R A K T il 2%
Fig. 2 The growth curve and the growth rate curve of fork length
of chum salmon
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Fig.3 Logistic functions fitted to percent mature of female and male individuals of chum salmon
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Tab.3 Reproductive biological indicators of chum salmon

- i i fﬁ'ﬁ’%‘éﬂAn?uli group i i
1 2 3 4 5

FE A% Sample number 1 23 72 39 7
X K:Fork length (cm) 50.1 59.143.9 64.9+4.3 68.1+4.1 70.2+4.5
4 #Body weight (g) 12502 2115.2+441.0 2945.7+£560.6 3437.4+711.0 3592.9£593.7
51 # i Eggs weight (g) 169.6 260.7+43.7  473.7490.2  563.9£116.0 588.2+68.9
PENR IR HGSI (%) 13.6 12.5+1.4 16.1+1.9 16.4+1.4 16.5+0.8
A3 EHE 7 Individual absolute fecundity (eggs) 1390 21924385 33514600  3967+601 3770+346
X AKAHXS EFH JIRelative fecundity of fork length (eggs/cm) 27.75888224  36.9+4.7 54.5+8.1 58.1£7.0 53.74£2.9
R 5 M X} %55 F1Relative fecundity of body weight (eggs/g) 1.112576 1.10.1 1.2+0.2 1.2+0.2 1.10.1
Lt filRatio (%) 0.29 10.41 5277 30.82 5.71
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Tab.4 Comparison of fecundity among chum salmon and other species of the family Salmonidae

FpSpecies
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AN, KRR RN B YR 4 5 PR DL BE Ak 2011(21): 120-123. [F4kBE, XIfE, FEEIL, 2. S5 8
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INDIVIDUAL BIOLOGY OF CHUM SALMON FROM SUIFEN RIVER

4

WANG Ji-Long"’, LIU Wei', WANG Wei-Kun’, LI Pei-Lun' and YANG Wen-Bo™

(1. Heilongjiang River Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences, Harbin 150070, China; 2. Scientific
Observing and Experimental Station of Fishery Remote Sensing of Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, Chinese Academy
of Fishery Science, Beijing 100141, China; 3. Salmon Releasing Station of the City of Dongning, Dongning 157200, China,
4. Resources and Eco-environmental Research Center, Chinese Academy of Fishery Science, Beijing 100141, China)

Abstract: To study the individual biology of chum salmon, 447 samples were collected in Dongning section of the
Suifen River from 2012 to 2017. The results showed that the age groups of samples were 1'—5", of which 3" and 2" age
are dominant for females and males respectively. The relationships between body weight and body length of male and
female salmon were as follows: W=0.0082xL"""; w=0.0076xL"""*’, which were all belonged to the type of uniform
growth. Von Bertalanffy growth function was used in simulating the fork length growth of chum salmon. The fork
length growth equations of male and female chum salmon aged 3" years were Lt’F:141.64Xe70‘“'(m’55) and L, )~
119.51 Xefo'n'(m'“), respectively. The fork length growth rate of chum salmon was inversely proportional to the age of
sexual maturity. The total fork length of 50% male and female individuals reaching sexual maturity (Ls,) was estimated
by logistic moderating function with 42.15 cm for male and 51.53 c¢m for female. ARSS analysis revealed a significant
difference between male and female individuals for Ls,. Results showed that the average of absolute fecundity (F) and
relative fecundity (£ and Fy) were 3412 eggs, 52.42 eggs/cm and 1.17 eggs/g respectively. The positive correlation
between F and fork length, body weight, and gonad weight of female chum salmon was significant, while the signific-
ant positive correlation between GSI and fork length, body weight, F' was found. The power exponential equation was
used to simulate the relationships of F and fork length, body weight respectively, and the regression function as follow:
F=0.0311 XL2'7745(R2=0.63 8); F=1.946x% VVQ'9374(R2=O.704). This study will provide basic information for the conservation
of chum salmon.

Key words: Suifen River; Chum salmon; Individual biology; Body length-body weight; Fork length; Fecundity
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